DEFENDANTS' 



2006 [28] ("Stay Motion"), they included suggested language in the proposed Order attached 
thereto, requiring the parties to iile, within a two-week period, a joint statement of their 

("Secretary"), then expected to be lendeled by February 24, 2006 ("Secretary's decision"), for 
case. Plamtiffpro se took no position on flie Stay Motion during fli! 



™ to Defendant's Motion to Stay Proceedings, filed February 13, 2006 [27] ("PlamtifFs 






■ative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 706 ("APA"), to seek 






-add a Count IV -re( 
Secretaiy under the APA; and 



Decision by flie Secretaiy of the Navy, filed March 1, 2006 [29] ("Plaintiffs P. 



today, plaintiff took the po 



decision, the one matter on which the parties do agree is the desu-ability, at this point, of a status 
conference to clarify (1) what claims are now encompassed by the existing complaint, and 
accordingly, (2) what final agency decisions are the subject of judicial review under the existing 

ivith their motion for summary judgment, the Co^ut would have before it cross-motions on 



does not address fliat decision at all Plaintiff asserts that the Court should disregard the 
Secretary's decision altogetiier, chargmg that (a) the Secretary acted in bad faith in issuing the 

improper attempt to augment the administrative record," id- at 2; and (c) 10 U.S.C. § 628 
imposed a six-month time limitation on the Secretary in issuing a decision on plaintiffs February 






ssarily must be included in that record, notwithstanding the right of plaintiff to co: 



It section; for that reason, the office of the Secretary 
ix-month mark. The Secretary of the Navy has issued a final 



ed by the Coiirt. 

biUty that the Secretary's 



ruled in plaintiff's favor, the Secretary would have convened an SSB that would have provided 
relief Uiat plaintiff could obtain had the Court granted either of plaintiffs existmg claims in this 
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